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N ABSTRACT . . .

- The new environment implies a new structure for both
planning and deqlgnlng sC i h an environment is the

" manifested difference between . thosé buildings ‘designed for learming—————

- and those designed  for teaching, which becomes evident by the measure. .

'« of flexibility of the facility itself and of the people w1th1n it.
"~ This new environment will succeed if designers recognizeé that:

- flexibility requires. (1) product awareness, both of building
materials and furnishings; (2) 'openness that can be. closed; (3)
utilization of both horizontal and vertical space dimensions; (4)
recognition that a school, if it is to serve the communxty, must be

" planned for‘ more. functlont than merely that of housing a particular
group of grade levels; and (5) recognition' that, with .
individualization as the key, the unique purpose of the special ngw . -
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L vl Sometime after accepting to speak about the title assigned, -
L | ' . 0 .
"Planning Educational Facilitiés: The New Environment", I
} . called AMA Cohferencg Pro'gram Coordihator, Ray Lenoue, for
o a clarification 'of syntax, Did he mean that the new environment
2 referred to a new .environment for’ E. lanning, or did it refer to -
% ' _ ’Ehe new 'envirox;xment of edﬁcafional faciiities themselves ? I o
‘ " received the predmtable answer, "It could be both", so I plan to | . :
i o ' address myself br1e£1y to the plannmg environment as wel't"as the-
| P fac1ht1es environment. .The majority of comments will,” however,
y J ‘ : : : .
é be mo'st.cl'osel'}’r associated v:'ith the latter, -
I When we talk of the ''new" environment, we assume that
'{ . . there was.an '"old'" environment which was somehow different. ' The s
. f e ’ - . . - - o . .
{

old ?nvironment for planming educational facilities had as its back-"
bone a rather "explicit line structure for decision making. In most

\ cases contributions of ideas and opinions were received, were

Wn accepted, - modified} or'rejected by ti;Ouc in
undisputed a’uthority.m‘facﬂiwmmittqeé were called

o ‘\\ : . .
upon to assist the Board of Education in achieving its goal;—and-the
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Tjudged,
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. committee structure fit into the overall planning structure with a

] ’ minimum of conflict because thé chief concerns were commonly
(S 5 ‘ ) s : ‘ '
! . ' accepted ones such as numbers of pupﬂlfo.bé" housed, number and .

a
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sEuave [ootuge of rooms, space and cquipment for the rather

standardized curriculum, and, at the Board level, decisions about
\ ' L \\.,__.,_-J ' . _ . i
' : the type of heating to be installed, color schedules, wall and floor

surz’accs proposed bonding schedules, sand (that old pseudo- ' - oc

aesthetic questlon) whether the school as désigned by the architect . ...
looked hke a school should look and fit its physical environment. . : T

S : How often this last item became the major conflict area in the
[ . .

3

planning process. _ S _ r

The new_environment' for p1anning is, without a doubt, a o - |

much tougher one: 1n which to Operate. In most communities today,

L - mass 1nvolvement in the planning process appeais to be more of a—

pohtical necessity than ever before. Ma.Jor forces to 'contend with -

- L4

* include teachers, the parent community, the total tax paying

R | KR T P suu

community, and an array of spec1a1 1nterest groups which apparently

have more power than spec1a1 interest groups of the past We can_look

3 . -

at the. humber of and 1ssue defeats wherem a record number of

refusals was recently atta1ned; we .can~look __at labor agreements

-
*

S S S

‘which call for significantly more teacher and other staff involvement
. L

in the planning process. than’ r’esulted:from the advisory inputs formerly
sought or,-all too ‘often, benignly tolerated. We look'at the restraints

3

‘that some of these contracts contain, such as restraints which -

, 1nd1cate that if one building in a school d1str1ct has a part1cu1ar type

: \

N

of fac111ty other schools must get this also. ‘And we look at battles ' }

currently raging as t_o whether board or administrative judgement

s ac -ceptable to a community. In short, the-w"'rc"‘ontributorsl_';ofiie

< . past 'nd“.' really e:ipect to be‘l‘i‘stenec_i‘,t‘m\"'l‘here is often a question‘

2 - . —
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oi Liist, and now the nra “\,:. for buxldlng’a schc%ol arc oucstxoncd

.~ ¢ ) 3 .

as w cll as the concludgions, ‘
The district with which I am associated lost a recent'school

bond’ campaign for a number of reasons, but it is apparent that the

P . . ) . ’ i - . . . . N 2 - /

greatest reason was the community challenge to the Board's conclusion -

~ N A . .

tmat cnrollment wa,s: 1ncreas1ng at sucha rate as to requ1re additional

.facilities.” Whereas the Board and administration'felt the community

. : . . . o . o
. i would accept the need-for additional housing and would like to provide

community opinion as’ to-the overall.type of s:chool organization

S

v

" appropriate for the next few years, a great number of the ‘community

L.
€

rejected'the-basic need. What the Board felt was self evident was -

not apparent to others with influence; and the bond referendum was

a . . o
‘-

' .. _doomed to failure at the start because of the impasse reached on the

e et me o ot mf e e it - o= e amee amme e et e L

Lo y )
initial premise.
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"The new env1ronment in fac1l1t1es plannmg ds, therefore, consistent
"« with the activist. env1ronment of our total culture. There has developed
the near abol1tlon of the trad1t1onal line structure for planmng, and

:

decision making is becom1ng truly decentral1zed Educators and

“ Y

‘Board members must real1ze this fact if they are'to reverse the trend

|
!
|
H
%
Tt
h
3
é
!
§
!
|
i
[\

:

of bond referendum defeats in the future.

. C T . - . . . 0.'
“Turning to the old and new environments of educational

\

facilities themselves, we may»firfd it somewhat: mbre easy to identify
\ . )
the character1st1cs of each 'I‘he ch1ef characterlstm of the "old
\

env1ronment" fac111ty is that the major cons1derat1on in construct1on. )

was that’ the school should be "bu11t to last" I remember»seve,ral E - ‘

' o . . ‘' . ) .
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3 . years Guo piviag a report to a group of citizens in a"Massachusectts
Ttown cénceraing a couple of very old schools in that town., I thought
' ’ ) . . ’
, the scnoolﬁs were unsale and not suitable for economical renovation.
f : .
i) P " . v

At the conclusion of my report, a verv elderly gentleman got up-and

N . said, "That elementary school was named after my principal, and it-

“was a good school then, and it's'a good school now, " The audience

; \ : - applauded, -. The school is still being used. _ B ' .
A’second characferistic of the old facilities environment is: _ -

N " that théy were generally conservative, and such’conservatism was an

actual source of pride throughout the community., The'sé_sdhoo;ls'

.employed a -gr"_‘ea..t amount’ of fixed equifpmeh;,_ and they ref-leé_:ted the very

stable\curriculum_pf the school.. One. could sense tl{é"feeling of per-.

3

.
-

JR T

manence.. Anéther characteristic is that th_ese”gc‘l;obfsﬁ;Effé‘c—t’éafi‘ﬁ"**“‘“" v
4 - their design the orderly movement of students to and from spe'c_iali.zéd

areas such as the j\i_nio_i- high wing, the ''up".or the "down' staircase, .

" “

- the library, the ,sho'p « ¢ +-o o all meticulously scheduled for the year.
The custodian khe_w he cou.ld..sweep‘a’ certain éorr.i..dur at 1:45 daily,.

because no one would be in it, -

-

It is quite an indictment of school.facilities, and of education” B

~ .

'~ itself, that the two maqst significant facilities innovations during a - ' o

4

-;...-..h_.—
: ‘

period of a hund:_x-ed years were improved blackboards and t'he‘moyement

~

do - of the "baserhent'". From toiléts in the <cellar to toilets on eve“ry floor ~

« + « « + the sum total of major structural innovation! - .

s -, .
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cas nuart of tihe "old" focilitics environment, yet there is some cn- -

c:\'

. . o . ! - . oo,
couragement to be obtained from a number of changes.  First, 't is

; ! \ - .
likely that plannexs of new facilitics have given thought to community

cnvironment and community aspirations. Morc and morce do they
reahz:e that' ecven a primary school can be dcs1gned to serve all ages

ina ne1ghborhood. It is only a pr1mary school part of the time but_an

educational and recreational facility 16'to 18 ho_ur,s a day all year long.

-

~

[N

- Secoud,’ "'"new environment" fatilities réspond to technological

progress, thu. providing new efficiencies and, mlore.;'importantlry, the -

.
RS

broadening of an individualized curriculum.,
\

Third, rthore schools are becoming servicable the year round.

-

Fourth,. those of us Who hava nad-tne—oppurtuntty—te—phrn_.r

' fac1l1t1es have found out that we like fle:t1b111ty, that it prov1des us

.

’ w1th a vast store of buzldmg usage 0pt1ons 'that were considerably

“less avallable when’ schools were bu11t as 1mpregnab1e fortresses.

A

We have d1acovered new products and fmd that these products when _
: 'used in facilit;'.es construction permit us to have more curric_ulum,

flexibility. We fight ‘the traditional institutional look of the school

facility and seek a warm and respons1ve env1ronment for 1earnmg.

- L
i

We have learned of the potential of frniture.in affectmg the c11mate for

1earnmg. We have found out that in planning to build a school we ' .

» ’ . . N T‘ . ’ .
don't just look at other schools. ' ,,§We look.at homes, factories, air-

' plar;es, s.tores, display rooms, and studios to,ob'tain ideas which are
appl1cab1e in developmg a learnmg env1ronment. We look at color ’ .

\
N

E .k'texture var1ety of space s1zes, and we try to tsake- thes’e.elements e

. \,.' R

-




work for us, {or belter cducation.,

v ¢ ' ’ . *
So much for the basic differences between the old and new

v

environmenis Lor planning and for.facilities, Of more importance

C . - L d . . . . " L3 : ‘ ' .
“is what thisnew cnvironment really implies,. what we can do to change

towards, or work within, this environment. Several years ago an

-

‘Programs'. Underneath was a drawing of a high school with varied

educational»journal featured an article entitled "'These . i

Schools were Designed to Serve anly Forseeable Educational

' ¢

L]
.

shaped classroois: diamonds, squares, triangles, 5 sided rooms,

curved rooms, all in one school. Did they forsce much? They had

merely changed shapes and fastened them f1rmly to. floors and

.ce111ngs. ‘Too often have grchitects and educators _assumed tnat

changes in room configuration provide for present and future.fl'c'x'ibi'liimv
B . ¢

o Yetm\estr\mﬁrra‘l"ﬂex:bi«hty—;s.mak _sgome" headway. We look at

. s N . D
the work of the p1oneermg SCSD Program probably now fam1l1ar

to a.ll arch1tects and most school admm1strators, and we look~at the

»
-

work of arch1tects like J'ohn Shaver and Warren Ashley who are Just :

»

two of a growmg number of arch1tects who seem to understand that

Al

flex1b1l1ty means ‘more than simply creating something that is_differer'it -

from past practice. ,.

Shaver has recently been working. on the design of‘air support

- . . “ . . -
. . .

structures and is concerned with the con‘cept‘of vertical as well as

-~
v

horizontal space development within open plan structures. For a

o

numbc? of years, Ashlé‘y; ha‘s’ been opcning cducational spacc in existing -

structurcs as wcll as desi 1gn1ng ncw open plan schools for both clcmcntary

and secondary levels. In lookmg at the annual exh1b1t of school
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architecture at the 1972 AASA Convention, I concluded that the -

LN ' } . e - . o ° .

itself, has long taken into account both vertical and horizéntal space - .

; ot 4 ) ' . ) - - . T ———— L
dimensions for performance, demonstration »and 1earningactiv1t1es. N A
Mmed w1th certa1n obv1ous d1sadvantage.,, the circus tent nevert‘ucless ) T
. . i » »

"buildings woven in the factory' . . . . . is very helpfui. Or, delve

. into the vertical aspects of open planning,' the use of porta-domes

N . o . ©
-
" -

major difiereimrce : between the 1972 exhkibit and that of the prccedm"
'ﬁear was the great increase in the number of open,fleb’cible , structural

dcsigns exhibitcd for all lc\'rcls of educa%ion. For some reason the

-

conc:ept of opcnness at the elementary school level was apparently

.
i .

acc;_pt«_d by o.,ducators a few years in advance of that- same, concept _

being accepte_d_f.or‘ secondary.or collegr.ate edu‘cati_on.‘ o . L
It is my hOpe that Ve\.rentuallyaa number of arciﬁt‘ects and

administrator»s will realize that the circus tent is; ‘perhaps, the .

most flexihle structu‘re_ that has been de_signed to date. The.eircns,; o .

-]

approaches the ul‘txmate in movab1hty, prov1s1on for’ almost 1n§tant-

,1nter1or space rearrangement attent1on to s1ght 11nes, and R

a potent1a1 for exc1tement

L]
[\

FRA

'"“The Learning Place" is a model school-r_whi:(eh wa’s designed RS S "_[_.

by contract with the Electric’Heatinng Association. Though it is.
somewhat cothmercially oriented, The Learning Place model is
i - ' . ' .

certainly worth studying in order'..to open the mind of a would-be school .

planner and get his creative wheels grinding. Likewise, to hear

John Shaver talk about,air structures , . . . X ‘he speaks’ of them as
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to define fiexible, isolated, ianterior space, or other concepts which. .
, . ‘ e, co O . '. b '. o i .
¢ o longer nearly as futuristic as they were 5 years ago. Use the

—

_mini-bibles of EFL {those arethe onecs with thick paper ’stock covers),

" or read-tiwir “epistles' which are published rather regularly as part s

of the Schoolhouse series of pamphlets., -

o " Nl °
' e h . ’
. v, . [T . .

- I recently hcard John Bremér talking about the curriculum

of an ope‘n—sehool. He said, "'I_‘ake' time, e_pa‘ce,.- subject matter and
rocial organizatioh and out of them provide a\stfucture for learning. "

He.was i'-ucus’ing-lon a learning s'tructure, not a\building."structure, but
“how apt it fe_ touse these sam_e elements in designing the structural
wenvironment., &s a:m.atterof fact, the problems encountered in

. changing the facilities environment are the same, or very similar to,"

. problems-one finds in attempting to m,ake curriculum change. There )

. is the ._pr.oblernof what'to_éhange. Is the "tried and true" of the paet_ '
and p'r'e’s'ent to remain the "trie'd and true".'of the fu_ture? ‘ There is the .

problem of what to change to,. the neces s1ty to hypotheuze on the

\vaﬁai“tﬁf‘ﬁ?rrethtng—pmor—to-lts_maugm . There is the problem :

\

—~

o

" of prepar1ng for change, a oomplex problem wh1ch stresses human

involvement, mater1als, and development,of a favorable clirnatelfor
change.. There is thé ’problern_that some.change,s' are doomed to fa1lure
Although in 'moet changee .v.v.e iaim for“eff_iciencyi 'réeonomy, an(l -simpliclty,
we so oftcn-v_vork out .some-of the most complicated ways to achieye our

goz’ils and,’ consequentl‘;,- make them f_ailui_res from the outset. A New

York' Tirries book review ‘column about David Rogers' b ook,
B LY

’ Ta

llO L1v1ngston Street had a headl1ne, "F1ddl1ng Wh1le the System Burns" .

Th1s is the great danger we face in cons1der1ng e1t:her curr1culum or

——— A
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.o _ o . " We are further farc,d with- thc moblem of recorrnumg
K . R - . . 4

gacdgeriry, whctacrgt be tech‘nolo~y for tcachmg or a part of a buzldmg s

cqu pmcnt o. structurx,. We face the p'réble’.m of salesmansh‘ib,‘b“f" .
- © .- getting the story to thé public and ébtaining support'for. our -prograh'r.

I . ' An‘é?in:illy, whet’her we're talkirig ahgut curriculum changé or

co changmg the env1ronment of a fac;lrty,we ‘face the problem of learnmg
. B ~the leSSon that charxges made now :will influence future changes.' So

e . . ‘. . ! g

often this lesson has not been learned in time to avoid.disaster.
\ . . . ° ‘ . . : h ) 3 T . K »'
N : It is a legltlmate ‘question to ask whethér nowadays 1t is rdally
e 'y : . e F

‘ poss1b1e for long term plannmg of fac1ht1es. tAre there not other forces

" )

o --that make 1t .ever more d:.f£1cu1t to dctermme even the bas1c size of

-t ¢ . e
a .smgle structure"? ‘Are not ‘the questlons unanswerable a.t least tnosc
- : . . . .

S questions- abou‘t 59_9131 forces,' educationaiprogram cha’nge-s, extended

school year'proiﬁo'sals, sch;:)o"lslv'vithout walls or “pa‘.rkway“ ty.pe
scholdls.,'. shortened perigd‘s_ for high school training, néighborhood:

S - _kindergartens ainsl_pri;“r—xarTyfs_chg.o;§4ﬁq,entralized—.verst'i'S‘dé-"c'é“xitrali_zed-_
. . I { ) . . D ¢ . . ‘

f . occupational education facilities, and the like ? Speculation about . N

. . futures is onc of the most \;igorating -exercises around and both

broadens and liberaliznes the speculators, but it might not help *hem: L

- N e . . . . ° b

. toads . Y . e . . . . o °
make anyThore valid decisions of size or shaﬁﬁa. _ ,

: : ’ o CIf Gl‘er:r C_ové Superinterrdent, Bob Fin;efr, \y_eré here, he

) . : . ’ )
RN . . L

would have tald you to Buil'dé“’s;:hoo‘l fpri'fh\e .supe.ri'ntendént after the L

. hext one. ..., . astructure which has "a built-in second guess'',

..\‘l .-, " V." . o ' ) A'.' : . K ’9 T ’ - ' s ' o ' { .s‘f',v-_‘-“
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I 's a ive 1*.:(»1(.0\19 line but is not, I'm afraid, reality.’ /\,b‘out'the
S L -

only \‘vay'_to aclxieve this is to make. all mtcrior space in a school
, . [l ~ . ' "

complctcly i_lexij;leg (whieh is f:'.neaunl_ess we take .the_wbrg “completc"
I . . " N - . Lo . 2
tdo sexuox.sly h we do, we may pay through the nose for the .ultimate

v . S . . .
S
L]

in nexibihty, and mos plac_es would reJect such expenditur,e.’)‘ :

. a R .
" 1 . .

)
D) -

Finley's "built-in sécond guessY idea is the'basic in redient for . .
&Y . 8y _ gred

. . « - . T . . - -

* . A .
-

L s P . . Ceas . . s s .
~ effective decision making in facilities planning,” Decisions about ..

9’ LY e M .
. S ' ' . s Bt |
N school construction must,.and so ~often do not, con'side‘r the present

\' .

and the 1ntermed1ate term future as being eguallx m’xpor.,ant

LS
.

‘ \ ,"‘ . . C)}l . -
. should per..:i.t : future change of course. Thus, a school should__not be

v
‘. .

-de51gned\as a pe rmanent anything except perhap as a permareat

\\ . . . . [

.shelter from the elements.

>
o L ° . - S -
'

\ :
The decisions ”for now" as’ opposed to the dec1s10ns "for the .

- e
- ..

future' rnust neverth\eless be made, Matters of spec:.fic curriculum, =

i

admmistrative orgamzation, s,cheduhng of time, basic educatmnal
. . . .
philosophy are stillﬂimp'ortant; but the solutions to these immediafe

. S

problems must recogn'ize'certain potential'constraints;_on future

R : .
programmmg, and ‘these constramts ¢an be mmumzed by the "for now

. AND for the f'uture" problem solv1ng approach A s1mp1e example

may help to make this clear. Suppose for now I am co*nrruted to- an

°
p

. G _ .
egg crate elementary school with a sink in each"classroom. and T want

}‘ 'l' ~n

'the area near the sink to b°e protected on the floor’ w1th material )

L4

diffe’rent from that in the rea.ding corner area -of the room. Easy to

\ x

'design now; ‘hard toch'ange la_iter_ S 'unless I_specnlé.te now about

"As a general'.statem.ent ‘of pianning phi'iOsophy,' however,, o~

< .
Decisions‘

Fluidity 1s the key' concept in school desirrn.
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what mig?\.t"l::\ ppen

“

K&
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P
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2 . ,~.A-

. ?

at :1 n.mnc\ .;.fc wihien somecone clsc m,l,gc:. a

atision to cha: gé

,.

tagilivy implics.

crate,

partitioning, throuﬁh thoughtf‘al locataon of the \mks

conude‘.atmx\\ oflog1ca1 extenuons of floor surfac

But I

e

.
K

e educational -co:zcept my currently traditional
7. N .. . o .

o

INT take the future into consideration, I can still

-

C . Q-
have my ginks and hard qnd‘soft»surfa_cc arcas; and cven my"cgg

V >

can also provide , . . . . through demountuble .

L
r

LY .
' S

through

K

v¢\

-

.'economically and realistically when the. time comes.’
y - . ) . . L L

s

.

-~ T . - - v,
. .

.

L

the opp_ortunity fo\x\my educatiOnal_oi)po"'site.to introduce his "

és 'beyonfl walla,
P
~and through Jud cipus placement of var;ous floor surfaces .

-

program

LY

c

P

- .
“a

-
o

»

S To some of you this'may be an over 'éimplific'ation;,Ce rtain‘ly :

p'}annmg of this nature 1s, not fool proof because we cannot rca.ch the

e "

B

ultunate f1ex1b111ty and satxsfy everyone.

beyond what we have trad1t10nally done to. provme a fac111ty serv1ccable

A

l

for a school both now and m the future. "’f".'.

’ .

The‘re seem_s_ to~me‘to.1;e great .p.otentiql.in.;pursuing'rhore

A

A

. v.

Y

t

,/ -

.

- ~
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We can, however

go well

-

o

3

schools are.cnrrcntly i'n opcr'ation.as s'chools", “but they ! too WOuld

R
: v1gorously the poss1b111ty of des1gnmg schools to become non-séhools,

or, conver§1y,- to design non-educ'ational facilities for industry’.-which

may well become excéllent school fac111t1es in the future. Many non-

LY

[

+

) L\cttcr serve tod‘ay s school neede if- thouz,ht wa.s glven at the t\1mc of

’

their con.;tructmn that they m1ght b&come schoqls. The 1mphcat1ons
. : /

-~

’

. n

.

are part1cu1ar1y unpbrtant as we note nowadays more pronounced

C . ‘

S

'changes in b1rthrate opatterns or as we. see some suburba\becommg

- ~

’

) smaller wh:le others, a county away, are in the n‘udst'of rapid growth

. .
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s now - for the ful.t ‘¢ approach is'a viable, cven csscntial,
: - u - .. v

Planning methodology. - Too few beople make use of it.

n

. " To sum up, 1have t_‘ricd to indica'te that the so-called

v E . . . N

ieW env rrox*“u,x.t nrphes both a new structure for planmng and a new
structure for designing school facilities. This new cnvironment ' AN
, . : .

willk not“fpc suc{es'efully introduced if we r'ne}r\'ely try to be jazzy to
get édmething different. It will be 's'n.ccessfnﬁj it ruecognizes ‘that
flexibility requ‘i'res:' o T \ . By

. ' N
\é’ - (1) product awareness , . . . . both of bu1ldmg matenals

- and furmshmgs.

N . . . |
' :(-2)~opennes's thadt can be closed (instead of the other way around). . - -'._

_ (3) utilization of both horizontal and ,vertical 5pacc4-dirr‘cn_sions. o f ) L
(4) recognition that a school must be planned for more . _ oo Y
functions: ‘than merely to house any particular.groupof™ . . -
grade levw_anve—tmmw B _ : e
.. and ... (5) with 1nd1v1dua11zat10n as. the key, recognition that probably
e o the unique purpose of the special new environment in school . o
\//,,__,——fa'cllzues is to create a climate and facility for self-motivation - .-~
- « + + . . something we have only begun to scratch the Ct
surface of.
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As Warren ‘Ashley has said, "Buzldmgs must be des1gned for learning tore

so than for teach1ng. "_ 'I‘here 1_s_ a ulfference, and that diffe'rence
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_becorne‘s evident by the measure of flexihility of the facility itself andN—
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© of the people within it, | o
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